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ones left off, thus ensuring the progress,, not indeed of every
individual or every group, but of the human race as a whole.
When, however, we examine this theory, we find that it
will not fit the facts. The builders of Babylon and Boro-
budur, of Uxmal and Zimbabwe, and of many another great
city of the past, were succeeded not by people who could
revive and carry forward their civilization, but by the
savage, the jungle, or the desert.
Nor is it clear in what sense a nation can be said to grow
old, in fact the analogy drawn between the nation and the
individual appears to be completely fallacious. The old
men of a 'young' nation are just as old as those of an €old'
nation, and the children are no younger.
The theory is, it would seem, a corollary of the Nordic
fallacy. The Roman civilization was destroyed by the
Goths, Vandals, Franks, and Saxons, and all these tribes
were, or are supposed to have been, Nordics. It is alleged
that all that was best in the Roman civilization came from
the Nordic element among the Romans; that this element
was gradually swamped by non-Nordic elements from the
south and east, which gradually brought about its decay.
Then down came the Nordics who cleaned up the mess, and
made a fresh start by combining with their own culture
whatever of good remained to the Romans.
There are no facts to support this view. So far as we
know, the northern races, whether Nordics or not, had no
part in the foundations of civilization, which were laid in
the Nile-Indus region long before any speakers of Aryan
languages—and the Nordics of Europe are all Aryan speakers
•—entered this region. It was formerly believed that the
civilization of India was due to Aryan speakers, but it is now
known that the civilization of the Indus Valley had reached
a very high state long before their arrival.
As regards Western Europe, it is no exaggeration to say
that the Germanic tribes reduced it from civilization to

